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(No. 54] 


SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 5012, TO AMEND THE NAVY 
RATION STATUTE SO AS TO PROVIDE FOR THE SERVING OF 
OLEOMARGARINE OR MARGARINE 


Hovusr oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON OLEO, 
Washington, D. C., Thursday, January 17, 1952. 

The special subcommittee met at 3 p. m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, 
chairman of the special subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will come to order. 

This subcommittee is convened at the direction of Chairman Vinson 
for the purpose of considering H. R. 5012, a bill by our colleague, 
Mr. Winstead, designed to permit the Navy to use margarine and 
not require them to use it, as is permitted by the sister services. 


pr wet (The bill referred to is as follows:) 
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GQ) 4 [H. R. 5012, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


LER amend the Navy ration statute so as to provide for the serving of oleomargarine or margarine 


— 

feuBe tt enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

Brerica in Congress assembled, That section 1 of the Act of March 2, 1933 (47 Stat. 
423) ?a% amended by the Act of February 21, 1942 (56 Stat. 97; title 34, U.S. C., 

spe. 902n), is hereby further amended by inserting immediately after the word 


uttee? the words “or oleomargarine or margarine’’. 


‘Mr. Rivers. Before we hear the first witness, I am going to ask our 
counsel, Mr. Kelleher, to read for the record what H. R. 5012 is 
designed to accomplish. Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ketiener. The purpose of H. R. 5012 is to amend the Navy 
ration statute so as to permit, but not require, the serving of oleo- 
margarine or margarine. 

The basic Navy ration statute (47 Stat. 1423) sets out in detail the 
specific amounts of various foods which will constitute the minimum 
daily diet of Navy personnel. That statute was amended on Febru- 
ary 21, 1942 (56 Stat. 97), to provide for the serving of canned fruit 
or vegetable juices or powdered or concentrated fruit juices. This 
latter act did not, therefore, affect the provision in the basic act which 
provides for the serving of 1.6 ounces of butter. The proposed bill 
will add after the word “butter”? the words “or oleomargarine or 
margarine.” 

The act of October 10, 1942 (56 Stat. 780), suspended the Navy 
ration law until 6 months after the termination of the war. This 
suspension law was repealed by joint resolution, July 25, 1947 (61 
Stat. 451), effective January 1, 1948. 

The Army and Air Force do not have a basic ration statute. In 
the military appropriation acts for the years 1932 through 1949, the 
Quartermaster General of the Army was limited in the use of oleo- 
margarine by the following language: 


Provided, That none of the money appropriated in this Act shall be used for the 
purchase of oleomargarine or butter substitutes for other than cooking purposes, 


94066—52—No. 54——1 (2281) 








2282 


except to supply an expressed preference therefor or for use where climatic or 
other conditions render the use of butter impracticable. 

The 1950 and 1951 appropriation acts make no reference to oleo- 
margarine. The Appropriations Committee report on the 1950 
measure (H. Rept. 117, 81st Cong.) states: 

The first proviso is unduly restrictive and imposes a legal limitation upon 
what should properly be a matter of administrative discretion in the operation 
of the Army. For this reason, and in the interest of possible economies, the 
committee has deleted the proviso. 

At the present time whether oleomargarine will be served by the 
Army or the Air Force is a discretionary matter. Enactment into 
law of this measure, therefore, will place all three military departments 
in the same position. 

This measure would probably affect savings in view of the fact 
that oleomargarine and margarine are less expensive than butter; 
the amount of savings, however, cannot be estimated with any exact- 
ness since savings will depend on the extent to which the authority 
provided is used. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, has this bill the approval of the Bureau of the 
Budget? 

Mr. Ke_iener. It does, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Therefore, it has the approval of the Department of 
the Navy? 

Mr. Keviener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, who is the first witness, Mr. Kelleher? 

Mr. Kettener. Commander Johnson of the Navy. 

Mr. Rivers. Have a seat, sir. 

Commander Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you a prepared statement, Commander? 

Commander Jounson. No, Mr. Chairman. I have a few very 
brief remarks to make, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Have a seat, and continue, sir. 

Commander Jounson. | am Commander Billy Johnson, Director 
of the Subsistence Division, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, Navy 
Department. 

The Department of the Navy on behalf of the Department of 
Defense, sir, interposes no objection to the enactment of H. R. 5012. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions by any member of the committee, Mr. 
Winstead? 

Mr. Winstreap. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Hess? 

Mr. Hess. Does the Navy Department approve of this bill, and 
want the legislation? 

Commander Jounson. Yes, sir; we interpose no objection to the 
legislation. 

Mr. Hess. It isn’t mandatory as I understand it. It permits you 
to substitute margarine or oleomargarine for butter. 

Commander JoHnson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hess. That is all I have. 

Mr. Rivers Mr. Bates? 

Mr. Bares. Commander, as I understand this pertains to the 
Navy Ration Statute? 

Commander Jonnson. Correct, Navy Ration Statute, sir. 
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Mr. Bares. Which means that on your Supplies and Accounts 
Form 36 you will have this added after butter? 

Commander Jounson. That is correct, sir. The present ration 
law provides for 1.6 ounces of butter and there has been an official 
interpretation of that rendered by the JAG and approved by the 
Secretary of the Navy that it would only mean butter and we have 
been governed by that in the administration of that statute in the 
feeding of the enlisted men in the Navy. 

This bill would permit us to substitute and use—or use margarine 
or butter, or both, but not as mandatory items. 

Mr. Bares. I see. In the last session we passed a bill-which, per- 
mitted the Navy to use either ration in kind or money allowances. 

Commander JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. Now on the money allowances you use your Form 45? 

Commander JouHnson. Correct. 

Mr. Bates. Now are you currently permitted to use oleomargarine? 

Commander JoHnson. No, sir. 

Mr. Bares. It applies in either respect. 

Commander JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. Either for money allowances or for rations? 

Commander Jounson. To answer your question specifically, Mr. 
Bates, the money allowance type of ration only affects less than 10 
percent of the personnel fed in the Navy. We feed directly in ac- 
cordance with the statute of March 4, 1933, for the others. 

Mr. Winsteap. I understand, Commander, there are cases where 
you can use margarine to advantage due to the preserving factor. 

Commander Jounson. That is correct, sir, those cases being par- 
ticularly where there are no refrigeration facilities available, in our 
B ration and advanced bases and that type. 

Mr. Rivers. It will stand normal temperatures for longer periods 
than butter? 

Commander JoHNsoNn. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. This is permissive legislation and not mandatory? 

Commander Jounson. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other questions from any other members of the 
committee? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Thank, you, Commander. 

Commander Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Next witness. 

Mr. Keiiener. Is there a witness from either the National Milk 
Producers Federation or the National Association of Margarine Man- 
ufacturers here? 

Mr. Rrepma. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Suppose we put up the proponents of the bill first, 
Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Keviener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Then we will put up the opponents of the bill. 

Mr. Keiuener. Will the margarine manufactures representative 
come forward? 

Mr. Rivers. Wait a minute. Do you have the witnesses from the 
Air Force and from the Army? 

Mr. Keuuener. A representative from the Air Force is here to 
answer any questions you may have, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Rivers. Perhaps we have no real need for them because this 
bill pertains only to the Navy. 

Mr. Keviener. That is right. But perhaps vou would wish that 
the record show whether this bill would make all the services identical. 
I believe it will. Would you like Mr. Riepma to testify at this 
time? 

Mr. Rivers. Suppose we have the Air Force man next. Give the 
reporter vour name and have a seat. 

Colonel Trvstnxk. Colonel Teusink, from the Director of Supply 
and Services. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Teusink? 

Colonel Trustnk. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Does the Department of the Air Force have permis- 
sion to use butter and/or margarine? 

Colonel Trustnk. Yes, we do, either one. 

Mr. Rrvers. And what is your authority for that, Colonel? 

Colonel Trustnk. The authoritv is not specifically spelled out. 
It was restrictive as was presented at the beginning of the hearing 
through 1949. Since that time the restriction against the use of oleo 
is no longer appearing in the annual appropriation bill. 

Mr. Rivers. That was the source of its prohibition? 

Colonel Trustnk. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Was the appropriations bill—you don’t have any 
restrictions, so vou consider that as permission to use it? 

Colonel Treustnk. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. That is since 1949? 

Colonel Teusink. Since 1949. 

Mr. Rivers. Vir. Winstead, do vou have any questions? 

Mr. Winstrap. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Barres. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record) 

Mir. Rivers. We will consider that in executive session. 

Mr. Keviener. All right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Because this bill here specifically applies to the Navy. 
So we don’t take that up any longer. Now the source of your prohi- 
bition was the appropriation bill. There is no longer the prohibition, 
so vou use margarine along with butter? 

Colonel Trustnk. Yes. 

Mr, Rivers. Any other questions from membrs of the committee? 

Mr. Barres. One question. Since vou are not prohibited from 
using it at the present time, will vou give us an idea as to the propor- 
tion of the butter that vou use compared with margarine? 

Colonel TrustnK. Not —— 

Mr. Barres. What is general practice? 

Colonel Treustnk. Not actual figures on the total amount that was 
used. I can give you a statement.on the practice and that is used to 
the degree that it is acceptable in any locality or any troop-feeding 
program. There is no firm policy that any percentage will be used in 
any place. It is according to the local acceptability. 

Mr. Bares. Well, now, what does that really mean? Do they in 
fact use margarine in many localities? 

Colonel Tevstnx. Yes. They do use margarine in the majority of 
localities within the continental United States. 








2285 


Mr. Bares. The very argument that we get for using margarine is 
the lack of refrigeration, or at least that is one of the arguments that 
is used. But primarily the use is within continental United States? 

Colonel Trusink. Yes. 

Mr. Bares. That you use margarine. 

Mr. Rivers. Any complaints from any members of the Air Force 
about the use of margarine? 

Colonel Trustnx. No, sir. We have had no complaints; that is, 
not that have come to our attention—I mean local complaints. If 
the troops do not, they do have a statement of preference and where 
they would prefer to have butter both are acceptable and if they 
prefer margarine it is available for them. We do use both in mess 
halls. 

Mr. Bates. What do you use for cooking, Colonel? 

Colonel Trustnx. Pardon, sir? 

Mr. Barres. Cooking. 

Colonel Trustrnx. Both. It depends upon where it is being used, 
and what dish is being used to prepare it in. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Colonel. 

Colonel Trusinx. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr. Riepma has filed a statement with the com- 
mittee. If you would like him to testify, he is here. 

Mr. Rivers. How about the Army? 

Mr. Ketuenser. There is no witness here from the Army, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, I have one hope and that is that the 
armed services don’t buy any more of that canned butter we had 
during the last war. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Riepma, do you just want to file your statement? 

Mr. Riepma. | would be glad to file it and answer any questions 
you may have. 

Mr. Rivers. Have a seat, Mr. Riepma. Mr. Riepma, you are the 
president of the National Association of Margarine Manufacturers? 

Mr. Rierpma. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You favor the provisions of this bill? 

Mr. Rrepma. Yes. We hope it will be enacted. 

Mr. Rivers. You have filed a statement? 

Mr. Rrepma. I have filed a statement. I can read the statement 
if you wish or we can just leave it as filed. 

Mr. Rivers. Just a moment. Are there any questions from any 
member of the committee? Mr. Winstead? 

Mr. WinstrEAp. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Just let your statement be filed, Mr. Riepma. ‘There 
are no questions from any members. 

Mr. Rrepma. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STaTeEMENT OFS. F. RrepmMa, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MARGARINE 
MANUFACTURERS 


My name is 8. F. Riepma. I am president of the National Association of 
Margarine Manufacturers, which is composed of concerns making margarine. 
The association is a nonprofit organization, formed under Illinois laws. Its 
principal office is in Washington, D. C. 

I am appearing today to urge approval of H. R. 5012, by Mr. Winstead, of 
Mississippi, which amends the basic Navy ration statute (34 U. 8S. C. 902a) to 
permit the Navy and Marine Corps to buy margarine for use as a table spread. 
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Over a period of years, Congress and many State legislatures have recognized 
that modern margarine is a perfectly good and nutritious product, fully as nutri- 
tious as butter, and that there is no valid reason for the laws which have dis- 
criminated against it. 

Many persons and groups have been active in the effort to bring about repeal 
of laws discriminating against margarine: Consumer groups, representatives of 
cotton and soybean farmers, scientists, Congressmen, and many others simply 
interested in fair play. 

As you know, the Federal antimargarine laws were repealed in 1950, effective 
July 1. 

Despite predictions made by opponents of repeal that abolishment of the 
Federal laws would be followed by grave injury, or ruin, for the dairy industry, 
the cash income of the dairy farmers in 1951 approximated $4 billion, the second 
highest year on record. 

The trend in the States has been toward repeal. Seven States have repealed 
their antimargarine laws since the effective date of Federal repeal. Since 1939, 
37 States have repealed antimargarine restrictions. Today, eight States prohibit 
yellow margarine. 

Furthermore, beginning in 1949, the Congress discontinued a policy of 18 
years’ standing of prohibiting the Army Quartermaster from serving margarine 
to the Army and Air Force. 

A representative of this association appeared before a subcommittee of this 
committee in April 1948 to urge elimination of the provision which prevented the 
Army and Air Force from using margarine and to request also amendment of the 
Navy’s basic ration statute, which, incidently, is more than 90 years old and which 
was written before margarine existed. 

The reasons why the Navy and Marine Corps should be permitted to serve 
margarine can be summed up very briefly: 

1. The Navy and Marine Corps should be given the same latitude toward the 
purchase and use of wholesome foods as the Army and Air Corps. 

2. The use by the Navy and Marine Corps of margarine for table use would 
enable substantial savings of the taxpayer’s money. 

3. Margarine is a good food and is fully as nutritious as butter. 

4. Scientific studies: have shown that margarine possesses superior keeping 
qualities. Can be used to better advantage than butter under difficult climatic 
and storage conditions. 

A particularly specious argument against amendment of the Navy’s ration 
statute is that it might in some way impair the morale of the men in the Navy and 
Marine Corps. 

There is absolutely no evidence that serving margarine to soldiers and airmen 
has lowered morale. Nor has the serving of margarine as a table spread in mil- 
lions of homes lowered the morale of the people. Millions prefer margarine, not 
only because it is economical, but because it is a fine and palatable product. In 
1951 the production of margarine exceeded a billion pounds, the highest on record. 
Production promises to be even higher in 1952. 

The use of margarine in the Army and Air Corps already has resulted in the 
saving of approximately $9,800,000... This is no small item in these times of 
tremendous expenditures. And, as I have indicated, the serving of margarine 
instead of butter in no way lowered the nutritional standards for our servicemen. 
Margarine is a more stable and dependable source of vitamin A than butter and 
is the equal of butter in every other way. 

The butter industry opposed repeal at the Federal level, in the States, and 
serving margarine to servicemen on the grounds that the dairy industry would be 
injured. This is a flimsy argument; the evidence indicates that it is not valid. 
Butter is the least profitable use of the dairyman’s product. The increase in 
cash income for dairvmen during the last full calendar year after repeal at the 
Federal level indicates the dairy industry’s dependence on butter has been greatly 
exaggerated. 

The fact that margarine keeps well is of particular importance from the stand- 
point of the Navy and Marine Corps, just as it is from the standpoint of the Army 
and Air Force. 

The Navy and Marine Corps should be able to buy margarine and use it where 
required. In this connection, it is significant that margarine is reported to have 
contributed a substantial share of the table spread used by the Army and Air 
Force in Korea. 

It is well understood, we think, that the measure, H. R. 5012, would simply 
permit the Navy to buy margarine if it chooses. There is nothing mandatory 
about the bill. 
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In conclusion, let me point out that the prohibition against margarine in the 
Navy’s ration statute is an unwarranted discrimination against a good American 
product; that such legislation discriminates against the producers of soybeans 
and cottonseed, against the margarine industry, against the Navy, and against 
the public. 

We therefore respectfully request the enactment of H. R. 5012. 


Mr. Rivers. Are there any other witnesses on this bill? 

Mr. Dunn. Yes. 

Mr. Ketiener. This is Mr. Read Dunn, representing the National 
Cotton Council of America. 

Mr. Rivers. Have a seat, Mr. Dunn. 

Mr. Dunn. Mr. Chairman, I have a very short statement here. 
I can file it for the record or read it as you like. It is only a few 
pages long. 

Mr. Rivers. You favor the provisions of this bill, Mr. Dunn? 

Mr. Dunn. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, you may file your statement, 
Mr. Dunn. 

Mr. Dunn. All right, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


SraTEMENT OF Reap Dunn, JR., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL Corron CouNcIL 
oF AMERICA 


I am Read Dunn, Jr., representing the National Cotton Council of America, 
which has headquarters in Memphis, Tenn. Today I am also speaking in behalf 
of the American Soybean Association, of Hudson, Iowa, which represents the 
organized soybean producers. 

The National Cotton Council of America is an organization which represents 
the entire raw cotton industry—the farmers, ginners, warehousemen, the mer- 
chants, the spinners, and cotton crushers. 

One of the primary reasons for the organization of the council 14 years ago 
was to remove from the statute books laws which have handicapped the use of 
margarine, a wholesome food product, made in large part from cottonseed and 
soybean oil. - 

I am appearing here today to urge the amendment of the basic Navy ration 
statute (34 U.S. C. 902a), which goes back more than 90 years and which has been 
interpreted as prohibiting the purchase and use of margarine as a table spread by 
the Navy and Marine Corps. 

In April 1948, a subcommittee of this committee held a hearing and a repre- 
sentative of the Cotton Council at that time urged amendment of the basic Navy 
statute referred to and also elimination of a specific provision written into each 
Army appropriation bill since 1931, which prohibited the use of funds by the 
Army for the purchase of margarine except for cooking purposes. 

In 1949, the specific Army provision referred to was eliminated from the measure 
carrying appropriations for the armed services and since that time the Army and 
the Air Force have been permitted to buy margarine for use as a table spread. 

All that H. R. 5012, the measure introduced by Mr. Winstead, of Mississippi, 
who is a member of this subcommittee, would do is to give the Navy the privilege 
of purchasing margarine for use as a table spread. I wish to emphasize that 
such purchases would he permissive and not mandatory. 

There are, as we see it, several valid reasons why the prohibition which prevents 
the Navy from buying margarine should be eliminated. 

Since 1948, as members of this committee know, not only has the prohibition 
against the use of margarine by the Army and the Air Force been removed, but 
Federal antimargarine laws in existence since 1886 were eliminated by the 
Congress, effective July 1, 1950. 

The familiar arguments which were used in 1948 against the use of margarine 
by the armed services were heard in great detail during the hearings and debates 
which accompanied repeal of the broad Federal laws. 

In particular, the representatives of the butter interests predicted the ruin 
of the dairy industry if the Federal laws which taxed all margarine and imposed 
other discriminations were done away with. 
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As I have stated, repeal became effective July 1, 1950. During 1951, the first 
full vear of repeal, we find that the cash income of dairy farmers was about $4 
billion, the second highest figure on record. The Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics of the United States Department of Agriculture predicts a year as 
prosperous, or even more prosperous, for dairy farmers in 1952. 

For vears butter has been the least profitable use of the dairy farmer’s product, 
milk. It is true that repeal of the Federal antimargarine statutes has been 
accompanied by an increase in margarine production and a decline in butter 
production, but the dairy farmer simply has sold his milk as whole fluid milk 
and for other uses which brought a greater return than butter. 

Another argument which has been used against amendment of the Navy statute 
is that the use of margarine might affect the morale of the men in the Navy. 

This is a flimsy argument. Margarine is a perfectly good and wholesome 
product. It is made in modern factories, by strictly controlled processes and 
under the highest sanitary standards. Furthermore, the overwhelming weight 
of scientific testimony is to the effect that margarine is fully the nutritional 
equivalent of butter. 

It is significant, we think, that more than a billion pounds of margarine were 
sold in 1951 to the consumers of America without any apparent loss of morale 
on the part of the people of this country. Nor have there been reports of any 
loss of morale on the part of the Army and the Air Force since these services 
were permitted to serve margarine for table use to the soldiers and airmen, 
despite the fact that some millions of pounds of margarine have been used for 
table-spread purposes by the Army and Air Force since the prohibition was lifted. 

We think the reasons for giving the Navy the right to serve margarine are 
compelling. 

First of all, a considerable saving can be effected through the use of margarine. 
It is estimated the purchases of margarine by the Army and the Air Force have 
saved the taxpayers of this country $9,800,000 in 1951 alone. 

The Navy, if it chooses, should be allowed also to save money by buying an 
economical and wholesome product. 

It is also well known that margarine’s keeping qualities are better than those 
of butter. It seems foolish to force the Navy to buy butter under circumstances 
where that food will deteriorate but where margarine will hold its palatability 
and nutritious qualities. Because margarine does keep better than butter under 
adverse conditions, a large part of the table spread served the Armed Forces in 
Korea is margarire. 

Finally, the statutes and provisions which tax and penalize margarine are unjust 
and un-American. They represent legislation aimed at one perfectly good do- 
mestic product on behalf of a competitor. The Navy prohibition falls in this 
category. 

We are glad to say that the trend is away from this type of legislation. In 1901, 
32 States prohibited the use of vellow margarine and the Federal anti-margarine 
laws were in existence. Today, the Federal statutes referred to have been 
scrapped and only eight States prohibit the sale of vellow margarine. 

The antimargarine laws, Federal and State, have penalized the cotton and 
sovbean farmers for many vears and have cost them millions upon millions of 
dollars. 

Margarine is the second largest outlet for cottonseed oil and soybean oil. In 
1950, approximately 430,011,000 pounds of cottonseed oil were consumed in the 
making of margarine and 305,887,000 pounds of soybean oil. 

The price received for cottonseed oil is one of the major elements in determining 
the price of cottonseed. The money which the producer receives from cottonseed 
occupies an important place in his life. 

Cotton is a credit crop, and most cotton producers place their crop under mort- 
gage. However, the seed rarely is placed under mortgage but is left unencumbered 
in the hands of the farmer. 

If it takes all the proceeds of the lint to pay the expenses of the cotton crop, and, 
unfortunately, there have been many such years, all the grower has left is his 
money from the seed. 

The oil from the soybean occupies an even more important place, so far as the 
producer is concerned, than cottonseed does for the cotton producer. 

Soybean oil is the biggest single factor in determining the price of soybeans, @ 
crop which is looming larger and larger in the economy of our entire country. 

As we see it, the prohibition against the use of margarine by the Navy injures 
the Navy itself, the margarine industry, and the producers of materials used in 
making of margarine. There is no corresponding benefit to the dairy farmer. 

Therefore we respectfully urge the enactment of H. R. 5012. 
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Mr. Dunn. I would like to also say that I am representing the 
American Soy Bean Association as well. 

Mr. Rivers. American Soy Bean Association? 

Mr. Dunn. Yes, sir, American Soy Bean Association of Hudson, 
Iowa, as well as the National Cotton Council. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t represent the peanut people, do you? 

Mr. Dunn. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. But you are speaking for the soy bean and cotton 
people? 

Mr. Dunn. Yes, sir. That represents 90 percent of the oil that 
goes in the margarine. 

Mr. Rivers. I saw Mr. Sam Bledsoe around here. Where is he? 

Mr. Buepsor. No, sir; I have no statement, thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. You favor the bill, though, don’t you? 

Mr. Buiepsor. Yes, sir; I do, indeed. 

Mr. Barrs. What is his position? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bledsoe, what is your name and whom do you 
represent? 

Mr. Buiepsor. My name is Sam Bledsoe and we represent the 
National Association of Margarine Manufacturers. Mr. Riepma ts 
the president of it. 

Mr. Rivers. We will put your name in part IT. 

Is that all the witnesses for the bill? 

Mr. Ketiener. Yes, sir. ine 

Mr. Rivers. Suppose now we have the witnesses in opposition to 
the bill. 

Mr. Keuiener. Are there any witnesses in opposition to this 
measure? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ketuener. Mr. Chairman, I received a call this afternoon 
from the National Milk Producers Federation. That organization 
intends to file a statement. It hasn’t been filed as yet. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Mr. Ketirner. Fhey will file that for the record not later than 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Rivers. They have no witnesses present? 

Mr. Keiiener. They have no witness here, no, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, we will let them file the statement for the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT oF Marcaret K. Taytor, Epvcationant Drrecror, NATIONAL MILK 
Propucers Feperation, AMERICAN Butter INstiruTeE AND NATIONAL CREAM- 
ERIES ASSOCIATION 


The issue before this committee is whether in the armed services the use of 
butter substitutes in lieu of butter as a table spread should be permitted. In the 
bill before you (H. R. 5012) it is proposed to amend the Navy ration provision 
for 1.6 ounces of butter per day per person by inserting after the word ‘‘butter’”’ 
the words “or oleomargarine or margarine.” 

Before going into the implications of this amendment, it should be recalled that 
4 vears ago hearings were held before a subcommittee of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee of the House on bills which would have repealed ‘‘all statutes or parts of 
statutes prohibiting the use of oleomargarine by any branch of the Armed Forces.”’ 
Stress was placed upon the fact that under title 34, United States Code, sec- 
tion 902a, the Navy ration shall contain 1.6 ounces of butter. Prior to that, in 
July 1947, the Congress by joint resolution had restored the butter ration which 
had been suspended during Worla War II. This suspension was to have con- 
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tinued until 6 months after a determination of the end of the war, and would be 
in effect today, barring other action. But the Congress in 1947 (July 23, 1947, 
ch. 327, sec 2 (b), 61 Stat. 451) restored the butter ration and thus clearly indicated 
its belief that butter substitutes should not be used in place of butter in the Navy 
ration. 

No change in the butter ration for the Navy was made following the hearings 
held in April 1948, 

During those hearings, however, it was clearly brought out that one of the 
objectives sought in the repeal of all oleomargarine restrictions was to save 
money—to make possible the purchase of butter substitutes in lieu of butter for 
the Armed Forces. Today an argument for the present proposed amendment is 
the same—the reduction of costs. This being the case, it is obvious that if this 
bill were passed Navy personnel would have no choice as to their table spread. 
They would have to eat oleomargarine under the ‘or oleomargarine’’ clause of 
the ration provisions. 4 

In determining this matter primary consideration should be given to the estab- 
lished food habits of the American people, and the reflection of those food habits 
upon the men and women in the services. It is well known that there is nothing 
so disturbing to the average individual in either civil or military life as a disruption 
or forced change in food habits. It is a matter that strikes at morale; and when 
morale is involved, the relative cost of food rations becomes a matter of minor 
consequence. 

Almost all of us have heard reports from veterans of the last war, relating their 
unfavorable reactions to certain types of table spreads. One of these, a butter 
substitute called Carter’s spread, was a concoction of hydrogenated vegetable oils 
and butterfat which proved exceedingly unpopular. Hydrogenated vegetable 
oils are the chief ingredients of oleomargarine. Later in the war a so-called 
“Army” spread made exclusively of dairy products met with more favorable 
acceptance. 

The fact is that today’s men and women of enlistment age prefer butter. 

It is only within the past few years that there has been any noticeable change 
in the butter consumption habits of the civilian population. This change, which 
was not voluntary, was forced upon the people because of two circumstances: 

1. Butter went to war in the last world-wide conflict. Under the set-aside 
policy of the war food agencies more than | billion pounds of butter went to the 
armed services and our allies, ind there was an automatic reduction in the amount 
of butter available for the civilian. 

2. Drastic Government price controls discriminated against the use of butter 
and reduced its supply. The butter industry has not yet recovered from this 
shock. 

Recognizing the enlisted men and women do prefer butter, chiefs of both the 
Army and the Navy have gone to great lengths in an effort to prove that oleo- 
margarine is a satisfactory substitute for butter. This attempt is clear evidence 
that there will be no butterfat for the men and women in the service if the proposed 
bill is adopted. 

We question the conclusions drawn by the Army and Navy as to the aeceptabil- 
ity of oleomargarine. Both the Army and the Navy, in seeking to establish that 
oleo is a satisfactory spread, resorted to questionable methods. Some of their 
“tests”? are outlined in a December 1948 report by Robert E. Lee, chief of the 
investigative staff of the House Appropriations Committee, on a study of Army 
procurement by the Quartermaster General’s Office. The ‘‘tests’” described on 
pages 41 and 42 of the Lee report are outlined below: 

In a standard Army dining hall, oleo was gradually injected by the Army into 
fresh dairy butter in increasing amounts until 100 percent oleo was being served to 
the troops. By this action the Army produced and served adulterated butter in 
violation of existing law. During this test (project No. QMBT-—203) a record of 
consumption per man per meal was recorded and the Army concluded that: 

“No appreciable change in consumption was noted during the entire study 
period, this indicating that either a mixture of oleo and fresh dairy butter or 100 
percent margarine was acceptable to the troops.”’” This conclusion is not justified. 

The report fails to say how long the test was conducted, or how many troops 
were involved. There is no hint as to whether the men liked the adulterated 
spread. The fact that these men are young, vigorous, hard working, and ex- 
tremely hungry at mealtime was ignored. 

It is quite possible to fool men who are hungry, and men who are hungry will 
often eat without complaint whatever is served them. But this fact does not 
justify the serving of substitutes or less acceptable foods. 

In a second test (project No. QMBT-—208a), in a single dining hall and at a 
single meal, involving only one detachment, each soldier received one pat of oleo 
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and one pat of fresh dairy butter. Each pat was identified by number, and the 
men were informed that they were samples of different brands of butter of different 
quality. 

The Army then asked the men to fill out questionnaires regarding the accept- 
ability of the samples and reported: 

“Analysis of the results indicate that artificially colored oleo of equal or better 
quality than that tested could be considered an acceptable substitute for fresh 
dairy butter.”’ 

The Army deceived its men in order to reach this conclusion. It was no test 
at all. 

According to the Lee report, the Navy ran one test (NTOO-2050-B). In the 
test it fed from 5,000 to 8,000 men during a period of 18 days. According to the 
Navy: 

‘When allowed to take their choice of margarine or butter, the percentage of 
men who took butter at any one meal varied from 73.33 percent to 92.39 percent with 
an average of 84.82 percent taking butter; 83.70 percent of the men stated they 
preferred butter, 2.79 percent preferred margarine, 13.51 percent had no prefer- 
ences; Only 46.93 percent were able to correctly identify the spread served.” 

On the basis of such findings, it is indeed difficult to understand how the Navy 
staff could reach the conclusions, ‘‘that colored margarine of approved quality 
be considered as acceptable spread for use in messes of the Navy.” 

Quartermaster General Feldman commenting upon the staff conclusions in the 
Lee report (pp. 41-42) with regard to the acceptability and the savings, if oleo- 
margarine were substituted for butter in the service diet, said: 

“The investigating group referred to over-all purchases of oleo when actually 
it was broken up into two classes: resale and troop feeding—for cooking only. 
A procurement is based entirely upon quantities requisitioned, and as a result 
large stocks are not maintained. It is not considered advisable at this time to 
substitute oleo in the place of butter for troop feeding.” ! 

Sustaining this view, Admiral J. F. Farley, Commandant of the United States 
Coast Guard, stated: 

“The Coast Guard, along with other armed services, must make persistent 
efforts to keep up to authorized strength. Every inducement must be made to 
point up the attractive features of service life. All the services are having diffi- 
culty in attracting recruits. In my opinion the substitution of margarine for 
butter, while it would effect a saving, would be detrimental to morale. * * * 

“T am of the opinion that substitution of margarine for butter in the service 
diet would not be generally pleasing to the men, resulting in discontent.”’ 2 

The effect of the proposed legislation would be as follows: 

1. Possible saving of a little money by the armed services. 

2. Dissatisfaction on the part of enlisted men which would far outbalance any 
economies effected. At this juncture no one can take seriously alleged economies 
when millions of dollars are being squandered on luxury projects of a recreational 
character. 

3. Should the Secretary of Agriculture have to resume supporting butter prices 
one department of the Government would be buying and accumulating stocks 
while another department would be using low-grade products distasteful to the 
enlisted men. 

We see no reason why title 34 United States Code, section 902a, should be 
amended to include oleomargarine or margarine because this subsection already 
provides for 1.6 ounces of lard or lard substitutes. Since oleomargarine and 
margarine are lard substitutes the proposed legislation would give the substitutes 
an unfair advantage. 


Mr. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee? 

Mr. Hess. There is nobody in the room here who is opposed to 
the bill? 

Mr. Ketvener. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, the committee will excuse the witnesses now 
and we will go into executive session and see what can be done with 
this bill. 

(Whereupon, at 3:20 p. m., the subcommittee went into executive 
session.) 


* Hearings before the Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations on the National Military 
Establishment appropriation bill for 1950, p. 415, pt. 4, Department of the Army. 
2 P. 7085, House Committee on Armed Services hearings, April 9, 1948 


O 





